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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-32 are pending for examination. 

Specification 

2. The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for 
the claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01 (o). 
Correction of the following is required: Claims 13- 24 refer to a "computer usable 
medium" which is not defined in the specification. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

3. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

4. Claims 25-32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

5. Claims 25-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to apparatus, but appearing to be comprised of software alone without 
claiming associated computer hardware required for execution and the 
computerized processing (system) was not defined in the specification to include 
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computer hardware. The following link on the World Wide Web is for the United 
States Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO) policy on 35 USC § 101. 
< http://www.uspto.qov/web/offices/pac/dapp/opla/preoqnotice/quidelines101 200 
51026.pdf > 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

7. Claims 1-4, 6,8 and 13-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being 
anticipated by S.Jha ("Java implementation of policy-based bandwidth 
management", 07/2003, International Journal of network management, pages 
249-258). 

8. As per claim 1 , S.Jha teaches the invention as claimed including a method for 
allocating a plurality of resources to a plurality of applications (Page 255, right col., 
lines 8, 11; Page 255, right col., lines 27-31), the method comprising: 
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configuring a system with a resource allocation program (Page 253, BBI, right 
col., lines 27-29; Page 254, Right col., lines 3-4). 

wherein the resource allocation program performs steps comprising: 

determining whether one of the applications has requested the resources 
(Page 255, left col., lines 5-7); 

responsive to the determination that one of the applications has requested 
the resources, determining a policy (Page 255, right col., lines 8-11) 

associated with the application using a policy allocation table(Page 250, 
right col. lines 20-25); 
responsive to the determination of the policy(Page 255, right col., lines 8-10) 
associated with the application determining a resource allocation associated 
with the policy using a resource allocation table (Page 255, right col., lines 8- 
10); and 

responsive to the determination of the resource allocation associated with 
the policy allocating a portion of the resources to the application based on the 
resource allocation associated with the policy (page 254, right col., lines 3-4; 
Page 255, right col., lines 24-25). 

9. As per claim 2, S.Jha teaches the policy is one of a plurality of policies; 

determining if a user wants to define at least one of the policies(page 255, right 
col., lines 28-31); and 
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responsive to the determination that the user wants to define the policies (page 
255, right col., lines 9-10; page 255, right col., lines 30-31), accepting a user 
definition , modification or deletion of at least one of the policies in a resource 
allocation table (page 255, right col. .lines 10-11; page 255, right col., lines 39-40). 

10. As per claim 3, S.Jha teaches determining if a user wants to assign the policies 
to the applications (page 249, right col. Lines 11-13); and 

responsive to the determination that the user wants to assign the policies to 
the applications, accepting a user assignment (Page 255, right col. Lines 14-15; 
page 255, lines 28-31), modification ((Page 255, right col. Lines 24-27), or 
deletion (page 250, right col., lines 17-19) of at least one of the associations 
between the policies and the applications in a resource allocation table. 

1 1 .As per claim 4, S.Jha teaches each of the applications is associated with one of 
a plurality of customers (Page 250, right col., lines 27-32); and 

wherein the resource allocation program allocates the resources to the 
applications based upon the policy associated with the application and 
independent of the status of the customers associated with the applications 
(Page 253, right col., lines 38-40). 



12. As per claim 6, S.Jha teaches the resource allocation program allocates all of the 
currently available resources to the application, subject to the limitations (page 
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254, right col., lines 3-4) defined in resource allocation table for the policy 
associated with the application (Page 255, right col., lines- 24-25). 

13. As per claim 8, S.Jha teaches the system is a computer network (Page 249, left 
col., lines 1-3). 

14. As per claims 13-16, they are the program product claims of claims 1-4 
respectively. Therefore, they are rejected for the same reason as claims 1-4 
above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

15. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

16. Claims 9-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
S.Jha "Java implementation of policy-based bandwidth management", 07/2003, 
International Journal of network management, pages 249-258). 
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17. As per claim 9, S.Jha did not teach that the system is a computer file. However, 
S.Jha teaches that the system is a computer network that can exchange millions 
of computer files between or outside the network. 

18. It could have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include computer 
files in S.Jha's system because it improves the efficiency of information access 
and exchange. 

19. As per claim 10, S.Jha did not teach that the system is a computer operating 
system. However, S.Jha teaches that the system is a computer network that is 
based on a computer operating system. 

20. It could have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include a computer 
operating system in S.Jha's system because it improves the efficiency of task 
scheduling. 

21 .As per claim 1 1 , S.Jha did not teach that the system is a computer program. 
However, S.Jha teaches that the system is a computer network that access 
computer programs. 

22. It could have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include a computer 
program in S.Jha's system because it improves computer resources 
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management and access. 

23. Claims 5, 17,18, 20-23, 25-26 and 28-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over S.J ha "Java implementation of policy-based bandwidth 
management", 07/2003, International Journal of network management, pages 
249-258), in view of Chang Ho Choi et Al. (Chang) Adaptive bandwidth 
reservation mechanism using mobility probability in mobile multimedia computing 
environment", 2000, pages 76-85). 

24. As per claim 5, S. Jha did not teach that a consistent quality of service is 
achieved for substantially all of the applications associated with each policy. 

25. However, Chang teaches that a consistent quality of service is achieved for 
substantially all of the applications associated with each policy (Page 76, right 
col., lines 1-4; page 76, right col., lines 16-19). 

26. It would be obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined the teaching of S. Jha and Chang because Chang's 
teaching provides consistent quality of service of all application associated with 
each policy that improve the workload throughout the network. 
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27. As per claims 17-18, they are the program product claims of claims 5-6 
respectively. Therefore, they are rejected for the same reason as claims 5-6 
above. 

28. As per claims 20-23, they are the program product claims of claims 8-1 1 
respectively. Therefore, they are rejected for the same reason as claims 8-1 1 
above. 

29. As per claim 25, S. Jha teaches an apparatus for allocating a plurality of 
resources to a plurality of applications (Page 255, right col., lines 8, 1 1; Page 
255, right col., lines 27-31) the apparatus comprising: 

means for determining if a user wants to define at least one of a plurality of 
policies (page 255, right col., lines 28-31); 

responsive to the determination that the user wants to define at least one of 
the policies (page 255, right col., lines 9-10; page 255, right col., lines 30-31), 
means for accepting a user definition, modification, or deletion of at least one of 
the policies in a resource allocation table (page 255, right col. .lines 10-15; page 
255, right col., lines 39-40).; 

means for determining if a user wants to assign the policies to the 
applications(page 249, right col. Lines 11-13); 

responsive to the determination that the user wants to assign the policies to 
the applications, means for accepting a user assignment(Page 255, right col. 
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Lines 14-15; page 255, lines 28-31), modification (Page 255, right col. Lines 24- 
27), or deletion (page 250, right col., lines 17-19) of at least one of the 
associations between the policies and the applications in a resource allocation 
table; 

means for determining whether one of the applications has requested the 
resources(Page 255, left col., lines 5-7); responsive to the determination that one 
of the applications has requested the resources, means for determining the 
policy (Page 255, right col., lines 8-11) associated with the application using a 
policy allocation table(Page 250, right col. lines 20-25); 

responsive to the determination of the policy(Page 255, right col., lines 8- 
10) associated with the application, means for determining a resource allocation 
associated with the policy using a resource allocation table(Page 255, right col., 
lines 8-10); 

responsive to the determination of the resource allocation associated with 
the policy, means for allocating a portion of the resources to the application 
based on the resource allocation associated with the policy(page 254, right col., 
lines 3-4; Page 255, right col., lines 24-25); 

wherein each of the applications is associated with one of a plurality of 
customers(Page 250, right col., lines 27-32); , 

wherein the resource allocation program allocates the resources to 
the applications based upon the policy associated with the application and 
independent of the status of the customers associated with the applications(Page 
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253, right col., lines 38-40). 

30. S. Jha did not teach a consistent quality of service is achieved for substantially 
all of the applications associated with each policy. 

31 . However, Chang teaches that a consistent quality of service is achieved for 
substantially all of the applications associated with each policy (Page 76, right 
col., lines 1-4; page 76, right col., lines 16-19). 

32. As per claim 26, it is the program product claim of claim 6. Therefore, it is 

rejected for the same reason as claim 6 above. 

33. As per claims 28-31, they are the apparatus claims of claims 8-1 1 respectively. 
Therefore, they are rejected for the same reason as claim 8-1 1 above. 

34. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over S.Jha 
("Java implementation of policy-based bandwidth management", 07/2003, 
International Journal of network management, pages 249-258), in view of Terje 
K. Backman et Al. (Terje) (US 7,137,119 B1). 



35. As per claim 7. S.Jha teaches the invention as claimed in claim 1. S.Jha did not 
teach that the resource allocation program waits until the amount of resource 
defined in the resource allocation table are available, and then the resource 
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allocation program allocates the entire amount of resources defined in the 
resource allocation table for the policy to the application. 

36. However, Terje teaches that the resource allocation program (Resource 
manager) waits until the amount of resources defined in the resource allocation 
table are available, and then the resource allocation program allocates the entire 
amount of resources defined in the resource allocation table for the policy to the 
application. (Column 10, lines 42-46). 

37. It would be obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined the teaching of S. Jha and Terje because Terje 's 
teaching improve the efficiency of resource management and the quality of 
service throughout the network. 

38. Claims 19 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over S.Jha ("Java implementation of policy-based bandwidth management", 
07/2003, International Journal of network management, pages 249-258), in view 
of Chang Ho Choi et Al. (Chang) Adaptive bandwidth reservation mechanism 
using mobility probability in mobile multimedia computing environment", 2000, 
pages 76-85), and further in view of Terje K. Backman et Al. (Terje) (US 
7,137,119 B1). 
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39. As per claim 19, S.Jha and Chang did not teach that the resource allocation 
program waits until the amount of resource defined in the resource allocation 
table are available, and then the resource allocation program allocates the entire 
amount of resources defined in the resource allocation table for the policy to the 
application. 

40. However, Terje teaches the resource allocation program waits until the amount of 
resources defined in the resource allocation table are available, and then the 
resource allocation program allocates the entire amount of resources defined in 
the resource allocation table for the policy to the application (Column 10, lines 
42-46). 

41 . It would be obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined the teaching of S.Jha, Chang and Terje because 
Terje 's teaching improve the efficiency of resource management, scheduling 
techniques and the quality of service throughout the network. 

42. As per claim 27, it is the apparatus claim of claim 7. Therefore, it is rejected for 
the same reason as claim 7 above. 

43. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over S.Jha 
("Java implementation of policy-based bandwidth management", 07/2003, 
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International Journal of network management, pages 249-258), in view of Naik et 
al. (Naik) (US 2006/0294238 A1). 



44. As per claim 12. S.Jha did not teach that wherein the system is a virtual 
machine. However, Naik teaches that the system is a virtual machine (140, 
Figure 2). 

45. It would be obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined the teaching of S. Jha and Naik because Naik 's 
teaching to allow us to perform resource allocation on multiple different machines 
which will improve scheduling techniques. 

46. Claims, 24 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over S.Jha ("Java implementation of policy-based bandwidth management", 
07/2003, International Journal of network management, pages 249-258), in view 
of Chang Ho Choi et Al. (Chang) Adaptive bandwidth reservation mechanism 
using mobility probability in mobile multimedia computing environment", 2000, 
pages 76-85), and further in view of Naik et al. (Naik) (US 2006/0294238 A1). 



47. As per claims 24, S.Jha and Chang did not teach that the system is a virtual 
machine. However, Naik teaches that the system is a virtual machine. 
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48. It would be obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined the teaching of S. Jha, Chang and Naik because 
Naik 's teaching to allow us to perform resource allocation on multiple different 
machines which will improve scheduling techniques in S.Jha and Chang 's 
system. 

49. As per claim 32, it is the apparatus claim of claim 12. Therefore, it is rejected for 
the same reason as claim 12 above. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



50. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 



51. Claims 1-4, 6,8,10,12, and 13-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Naik et al. (Naik) (US 2006/0294238 A1). 
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52. As per claim 1, Naik teaches a method for allocating a plurality of resources to a 
plurality of applications (Page 3, paragraph [0032], lines 1-3) the method 
comprising: 

configuring a system with a resource allocation program; 

wherein the resource allocation program performs steps comprising: 
determining whether one of the applications (page 4, paragraph [0062], 
lines 1-2) has requested the resources (page 2, paragraph[0024], lines 1-3); 

responsive to the determination that one of the applications has 
requested the resources, determining a policy associated with the application using 
a policy allocation table((Page 2, paragraph[0024], lines 1-3; Page 5, paragraph 
[0075], lines 3-9); 

responsive to the determination of the policy associated with the 
application, determining a resource allocation associated with the policy using a 
resource allocation table(Page 6, Paragraph [0078], lines 1-5); and 

responsive to the determination of the resource allocation associated with 
the policy (page 5, paragraph[0068], lines 3-6; page 5, paragraph[0068], lines 12-13) 
allocating a portion of the resources to the application based on the resource 
allocation associated with the policy (Page 6, Paragraph [0078], lines 5-9). 

53. As per claim 2, Naik teaches the policy is one of a plurality of policies; 

determining if a user wants to define at least one of the policies (Page6, 
paragraph[0088], lines 1-5); and 
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responsive to the determination that the user wants to define the policies 
accepting a user definition, modification or deletion of at least one of the policies 
in a resource allocation table (Page 6, paragraph [0077], lines 1-5). 

54. As per claim 3, Naik teaches determining if a user wants to assign the policies to 
the applications; and 

responsive to the determination that the user wants to assign the policies 
to the applications, accepting a user assignment, modification, or deletion of at 
least one of the associations between the policies and the applications in a 
resource allocation table (Page 6, paragraph [0077], lines 1-5). 

55. As per claim 4, Naik teaches each of the applications is associated with one of a 
plurality of customers (page 4, paragraph [0062], lines 2-4); and 

wherein the resource allocation program allocates the resources to the 
applications based upon the policy associated with the application and 
independent of the status of the customers associated with the applications 
(Page 3, paragraph [0033], lines 1-4). 



56. As per claim 6, Naik teaches the resource allocation program allocates all of the 
currently available resources to the application subject (Page 3, paragraph 
[0030], lines 6-7) to the limitations defined in resource allocation table for the 
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policy associated with the application (Page 2, paragraph [0024], lines 4-6). 

57. As per claim 8, Naik teaches the system is a computer network (10, Figurel). 

58. As per claim 10. Naik teaches the system is a computer operating system (110, 
Figure 2). 

59. As per claim 12. Naik teaches the system is a virtual machine (140, Figure 2). 

60. As per claims 13-16, they are the program product claims of claims 1-4 
respectively. Therefore, they are rejected for the same reason as claims 1-4 
above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

61. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



62. Claims 9 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Naik et al. (Naik) (US 2006/0294238 A1). 
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63. As per claim 9, Naik did not teach that the system is a computer file. However, 
Naik teaches that the system is a computer network in a grid system. 

64. It could have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include computer 
files in Naik's system because it improves the efficiency of information access 
and exchange. 

65. As per claim 1 1 , Naik did not teach that the system is a computer program. 
However, Naik teaches that the system is a computer network in a grid system 
sharing the same resources. 

66. It could have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include a computer 
program in Naik 's system because it improves management and access of 
computer resources and improve efficiency of resource scheduling techniques. 

67. Claims 5, 17, 18, 20-24, 25-26 and 28-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Naik et al. (Naik) (US 2006/0294238 A1), in view of 
Chang Ho Choi et Al. (Chang) ("Adaptive bandwidth reservation mechanism 
using mobility probability in mobile multimedia computing environment", 2000, 
pages 76-85). 
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68. As per claim 5, Naik did not specially teach that a consistent quality of service is 
achieved for substantially all of the applications associated with each policy. 

69. However, Chang teaches that a consistent quality of service is achieved for 
substantially all of the applications associated with each policy (left col., lines 1-4; 
right col., lines 16-19). 

70. It would be obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined the teaching of Naik and Chang because Chang's 
teaching provides consistent quality of service of all application associated with 
each policy would improve the management of proper workload throughout the 
network. 

71. As per claims 17-18, they are the program product claims of claims 5-6 
respectively. Therefore, they are rejected for the same reason as claims 5-6 
above. 

72. As per claims 20-24, they are the program product claims of claims 8-12 
respectively. Therefore, they are rejected for the same reason as claims 8-12 
above. 
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73. As per claim 25, Naik teaches an apparatus for allocating a plurality of resources 
to a plurality of applications (Page 3, paragraph [0032], lines 1-3), the apparatus 
comprising: 

means for determining if a user wants to define at least one of a plurality 
of policies(Page 6, paragraph [0077], lines 1-5); 

responsive to the determination that the user wants to define at least one 
of the policies(Page6, paragraph[0088], lines 1-5), means for accepting a user 
definition, modification, or deletion of at least one of the policies in a resource 
allocation table(Page 6, paragraph [0077], lines 1-5); 

means for determining if a user wants to assign the policies to the 
applications; 

responsive to the determination that the user wants to assign the policies 
to the applications, means for accepting a user assignment, modification, or deletion 
of at least one of the associations between the policies and the applications in a 
resource allocation table(Page 6, paragraph [0077], lines 1-5); 

means for determining whether one of the applications has requested the 
resources(page 2, paragraph[0024], lines 1-3; page 4, paragraph [0062], lines 1-4); 

responsive to the determination that one of the applications has requested 
the resources, means for determining the policy associated with the application 
using a policy allocation table(Page 2, paragraph[0024], lines 1-3; Page 5, 
paragraph [0075], lines 3-9); 

responsive to the determination of the policy associated with the 
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application, means for determining a resource allocation associated with the policy 
using a resource allocation table (Page 6, Paragraph [0078], lines 1-5); 

responsive to the determination of the resource allocation associated with 
the policy(page 5, paragraph[0068], lines 3-6; page 5, paragraph[0068], lines 12-13), 
means for allocating a portion of the resources to the application based on the 
resource allocation associated with the policy(Page 6, Paragraph [0078], lines 5-9); 

wherein each of the applications is associated with one of a plurality of 
customers(page 4, paragraph [0062], lines 2-4); 

wherein the resource allocation program allocates the resources to the 
applications based upon the policy associated with the application and independent 
of the status of the customers associated with the applications(Page 3, paragraph 
[0033], lines 1-4). 

74. Naik did not specially teach that a consistent quality of service is achieved for 
substantially all of the applications associated with each policy. 

75. However, Chang teaches that a consistent quality of service is achieved for 
substantially all of the applications associated with each policy (left col., lines 1-4; 
right col., lines 16-19). 

76. As per claim 26, it is the program product claim of claim 6. Therefore, it is 
rejected for the same reason as claim 6 above. 
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77. As per claims 28-32, they are the apparatus claims of claims 8-12 respectively. 
Therefore, they are rejected for the same reason as claim 8-12 above. 

78. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Naik et 
Al. (Naik) (US 2006/0294238 A1), in view of Terje K. Backman et Al. (Terje) (US 
7,137,119 B1). 

79. As per claim 7, Naik did not teach that the resource allocation program waits until 
the amount of resource defined in the resource allocation table are available, and 
then the resource allocation program allocates the entire amount of resources 
defined in the resource allocation table for the policy to the application. 

80. However, Terje teaches that the resource allocation program waits until the 
amount of resources defined in the resource allocation table are available, and 
then the resource allocation program allocates the entire amount of resources 
defined in the resource allocation table for the policy to the application (Col. 10, 
lines 42-46). 

81 . It would be obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined the teaching of Naik and Terje because Terje 's 
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teaching improve resource management and the quality of service throughout the 
network. 

82. Claims 19 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Naik et Al. (Naik) (US 2006/0294238 A1), in view of Chang Ho Choi et Al. 
(Chang) ("Adaptive bandwidth reservation mechanism using mobility probability 
in mobile multimedia computing environment", 2000, pages 76-85), and further in 
view of Terje K. Backman et Al. (Terje) (US 7,137,119 B1). 

83. As per claim 19, Naik and Chang did not teach that the resource allocation 
program waits until the amount of resource defined in the resource allocation 
table are available, and then the resource allocation program allocates the entire 
amount of resources defined in the resource allocation table for the policy to the 
application. 

84. However, Terje teaches that the resource allocation program (Resource 
manager) waits until the amount of resources defined in the resource allocation 
table are available, and then the resource allocation program allocates the entire 
amount of resources defined in the resource allocation table for the policy to the 
application. (Column 10, lines 42-46). 
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85. It would be obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined the teaching of Naik, Chang and Terje because 
Terje 's teaching improve the efficiency of resource management and the quality 
of service throughout the network. 

86. As per claim 27, it is the apparatus claim of claim 7. Therefore, it is rejected for 
the same reason as claim 7 above. 



Conclusion 

87. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Vegesna (IP quality service, Cisco, 2001, chapter!, pages 1-5) teaches levels of 
QOS. 

Verma et al. (Simplifiying network administration using policy-based management) 
teaches a policy management tool for the network. 

88. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Caroline Arcos whose telephone number is 571- 
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270-3151. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday 7:30 
AM to 5:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on 571-272-3756. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300. 

89. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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